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Introduction

This is the fourteenth report produced by UNEP-WCMC for the International Alligator and Crocodile

Trade Study (lACTS) and examines the international trade in crocodilian skins from 1980 to 2005. As in

the previous reports, the data used in this report have been obtained from the CITES Trade Database that

UNEP-WCMC maintains on behalf of the CITES Secretariat, with additional information provided by

the Crocodile Farmers Association of Zimbabwe. The present report is intended to update the earlier

reports by detailed analysis of information for the years 2004 and 2005. It also attempts to identity

problem areas and to recommend, where possible, workable solutions.

As in the lACTS reports for 2001 - 2004, this report presents information on trade levels in classic skins

(alligators and true crocodiles) and caimans and also trade in other products such as live animals and

meat.

Methods

This report is based on an analysis of the annual reports submitted by the Parties to CITES for all years

up to 2005, and if applicable, 2006. A list of annual reports for 2003-2005 that had been received at

UNEP-WCMC at the time of writing is given in Table 1. In order to be comparable with previous

lACTS reports, all trade in whole skins and sides of crocodilian species has been analysed with two sides

being considered to be equivalent to one skin. Trade in skins reported in units of weight, area, length or

sub-units such as 'tails' has been mainly excluded. Wherever possible, data reported by the producer

countries have been used in preference to that reported by importing countries because small differences

in the manner of reporting, or the time lag between export and import, may lead to double-counting and

thus an overestimation of trade volume. However where producer countries have failed to submit annual

report data on exports of crocodilians, importers' data have been used. Many of the transactions have

been analysed at the export permit level. As with previous reports that covered the years 1995-2004, re-

export trade has not been included in the estimation of annual production.

Limitations of data

Late submission or complete failure to submit CITES annual reports continue to be the biggest problems

in conducting trade studies using CITES annual report data. In the lACTS 2002 report we drew attention

to measures taken by the CITES Standing Committee that resulted in many Parties providing their

missing reports however the situation appears to slipped back since then.

A further problem with annual reports is the basis on which they are compiled. According to CITES

Notification to the Parties No. 2002/022 of 9 April 2002 (now replaced by No. 2006/030 of 2 May
2006), Parties may report on the basis of the permits and certificates they have issued if they are unable

to report on the actual number of specimens that entered or left the country. However, reporting on the

basis of permits issued may lead to overestimates of trade volume as permits are frequently issued for

quantities in excess of those actually traded and indeed, some of the permits may not even be used.

Despite frequent reminders from the CITES Secretariat, the majority of Parties still fail to provide any

details concerning the basis on which their annual reports are compiled and although UNEP-WCMC has

access to the export permits routinely sent by several Parties to the CITES Secretariat, few of these are

currently from crocodilian exporting countries.

Most CITES annual reports are compiled on a shipment-by-shipment basis and many include the

exporters' permit numbers. This allows for very accurate cross-checking of data, particularly where an

export may be reported in one year and the import of the same shipment reported the following year, and
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enables potential reporting or typographical errors to be traced. In recent years only Switzerland, a

significant importer of crocodilian skins, has failed to report in this way.

All annual reports for the years up to 2005 should have been submitted by 31 October 2006 but, at the

time of writing (April 2007), several reports that might contain important data have still not been

received by the CITES Secretariat. These include Kenya (2003), Nicaragua (2005), Panama (2005),

Papua New Guinea (2005) and Venezuela (2005) among the exporting countries and one major importer,

Switzerland (2005). The potential effect of such omissions has been commented upon during the

analysis.

Table 1. CITES annual reports for 2003-2005 available for analysis

Country



Country



Country



Country



Crocodylusjohnsoni Australian freshwater crocodile

Figure 1. Australian exports of Crocodylusjohnsoni 1988 - 1999
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Figure 1 shows that exports from AustraHa peaked at 3875 in 1993, remained high until 1996 and then

fell to insignificant levels. No direct exports in skins of this species were reported in 2001 or 2004 and

only two, exported to Japan, in 2002. Although Japan reported the import of 184 skins in 2003 the

format of the export permit numbers would suggest the trade was in manufactured products rather than

whole skins. In 2005 Australia reported e.xporting 44 skins from wild-caught individuals and 21 from

captive-bred animals, all to Singapore. These exports were confirmed by Singapore.

Crocodylus moreletii Morelet's Crocodile

Mexico has three captive-breeding operations for this species registered with the CITES Secretariat.

Exports began in 1996 with just 10 skins and were followed by low levels of exports increasing to 2430

in 2001. Exports subsequently decreased to 1591 skins in 2002 and have remained below 1000 per

annum since then. These data vary from those reported in the lACTS 2006 report as a result of new
information from Mexico regarding cancelled permits. Japan has been the main importer with lesser

quantities going to France, Italy, the Republic of Korea and Spain.
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Figure 2. Mexican exports of Crocodylus moreletii 1996 - 2005
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Crocodylus niloticus Nile crocodile

For the purposes of this report, bellies, skins and hombaci<.s have been treated as representing entire skins

while "backskins' have been treated as pieces rather than whole skins. A summary of the trade data from

1997-2003 can be found in Table 2.

Exporters

1. Range States

Botswana: although Botswana reported exports ofover 9000 skins between 1992 and 1994, there have

been no commercial exports of skins between 1997 and 2005 apart from 152 skins from captive-bred

individuals that South Africa reported importing in 2001. At the time of writing however, no report for

2005 has been submitted by Botswana.

Central African Republic: apart from an import of 35 skins reported by France in 1986 there have been

no commercial exports.

Congo: small numbers of skins were exported to France during the

commercial exports reported since 1989.

1980s but there have been no

Ethiopia: the sole crocodile operation (Arba Minch Crocodile Ranch), is apparently owned and

managed by the Ethiopian Wildlife Conservation Organisation (EWCO) which also acts as both the

CITES Management and Scientific Authorities. The ranch is not currently registered with the CITES

Secretariat. Production appears to be erratic and there is considerable conftision between the information

contained in Ethiopia's annual reports to CITES, data received directly from EWCO, and information

from importing countries. For example the 2003 annual report shows nine shipments totalling 1354 skins

exported to the United Kingdom whereas the data from EWCO shows five shipments totalling 900 skins.
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Imports reported by the United Kingdom in 2003 and 2004 on pennits issued by Ethiopia in 2003

amount to 819 sicins. The sole importer between 2002 and 2004 was the United Kingdom but exports to

France began in 2005. Data recently provided by EWCO have been used in Table 2 in preference to

annual report data.

Guinea: Guinea has not reported e.xporting skins since 1991, nor have there been any reported imports

from that country apart from a seizure of 100 skins reported by Spain in 1995.

Kenya: Singapore reported importing 1687 skins from Kenya in 2003 however no report was received

from Kenya for that year. Kenya reported exports of 2850 skins to Germany and Singapore in 2004 the

trade being confirmed by the importers. In 2005 Kenya reported exporting one shipment of 400 skins to

Germany and 12 shipments totalling 10,550 skins to Singapore. Germany did not report the import in

either 2005 or 2006 and Singapore did not report importing two of the shipments totalling 2000 skins, so

it seems likely that the true exports from Kenya were 8550. All trade in 2005 was reported to be from

captive-bred animals.

Liberia: a few commercial exports to France, amounting to almost 1500 skins, were reported between

1981 and 1984 but none since.

Madagascar: Madagascar's exports since 1992 are shown in Figure 3 below and indicate a steady

increase until 2001. Reported exports then dropped to 6936 skins of which 500 were reported to be from

the wild in 2002, and then increased slightly in 2003 to 7300, of which 700 were from the wild. Reported

exports fell further to 4760 in 2004, of which 2110 were reportedly captive-bred, 2150 ranched and 500

from the wild. It should be noted that Madagascar had a quota of 7600 skins from ranched animals and

500 skins from wild nuisance animals in 2002. 2003 and 2004. In 2005 reported exports of skins from

wild animals increased to 900 while the overall level of e.xports remained similar to that of 2004, 4850

skins. Of these 2750 were reported to be from ranched animals and 1200 from captive breeding.

Malawi: In 2003 Malawi reported exporting a total of 301 skins, to France, Singapore and Zimbabwe,

and a further 20 to France in 2004. However France reported the import of 80 skins in 2004 on a Malawi

export permit not reported by Malawi in either year so it seems likely that Malawi's true export figure

was 100 skin in 2004. In 2005 Malawi reported exporting 637 skins in four shipments to France,

Germany and South AfHca. However the importing countries reported those shipments plus another four

to give a total of 1038 skins. Ranched skins accounted for 660 of these, wild skins the remainder.

Mozambique: In 2003 Mozambique reported exporting 3160 skins, mostly going to South Africa with a

few (338) going to Singapore, all but 195 from ranched animals. The annual reports of the importing

countries confirmed most of these shipments. The 2004 report from Mozambique only indicates exports

of 2000 back skins to Singapore in that year and there are no reports from importers to indicate to the

contrary. In 2005 Mozambique reported exporting 834 skins to Mexico (confirmed by Mexico) and 55 1

1

back skins (of which 1840 were from wild collected specimens, the remainder ranched) and 489 bellies

(160 wild) to Singapore. Singapore did not report the import.

Namibia: No exports of skins were been reported between 2001 and 2004 however in 2005 Namibia
reported exporting 400 skins to South Africa, presumably from the crocodile ranching operation

registered with the CITES Secretariat. The transaction was not reported by South Africa
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Figure 3. Exports of Crocodylus niloticus skins from Madagascar 1992 - 2005
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Uganda: The first trade since 1994 began in 2000 and continued in 2001 with a total export of 1408

skins, all to Italy. Italy reported importing a further two skins in 2002 but none in 2003. In 2003 Uganda

reported exporting 600 skins to Italy and a further 600 to the Republic of Korea in 2004. In 2005 the

Republic of Korea reported importing 900 skins from Uganda while Uganda only reported exporting

300. It seems likely that 300 of the skins reported by the Republic of Korea had been exported in 2004

and that Uganda's annual report for 2005 is incomplete (the date of last permit issuance being September

2005). All reported trade was in skins from captive-bred individuals.

United Republic of Tanzania: although commercial exports increased steadily between 1997, when

Tanzania reported exporting 275 skins, and 2001 when 1498 were reported being exported, commercial

trade appears to have stabilised with totals of 1359 in 2002, 1439 in 2003, 1067 in 2004 and 1584 in

2005. all fi-om wild origin. Serious doubt has emerged that Tanzania has included all of their crocodile

e.xport data in their annual reports, at least for 2002-2004 so the figures have been taken from the reports

of the importing countries, notably France and Singapore. The number of skins reported by Tanzania in

2005 was 1427 and is claimed by Tanzania to represent actual trade.

Zambia: In 2002, Zambia reported exports of 22,259 skins, a ftirther 28,019 in 2003 and 26,353 in 2004.

However in 2005 Zambia only reported exports of 9279 skins and a comparison with import data, carried

out at the export permit level, suggests that Zambia's 2005 annual report is very incomplete. The data

reported by the importers, Italy, Japan and Singapore, suggest a total of 28,490 skins, originating from

ranching operations

Zimbabwe: In 2003 CFAZ reported exporting 73,707 skins, a slight decrease from the year before. The

CITES Management Authority recorded a similar figure (70,378) for that year, which may suggest an

improvement in reporting as comparisons for eariier years had shown significant discrepancies. In 2004

the Management Authority reported exports of 60,185 skins and CFAZ 68,263. Comparison between the

two datasets indicated that the Management Authority might have failed to report some 30 shipments

reported by CFAZ that can be confirmed by data from the importing countries. In Table 2 we have used

the CFAZ figure to calculate the total number of skins for 2004. At the time of writing CFAZ data for

2005 have not been received so the Management Authority's figure of 68,464 has been used.

2. Other countries

Brazil: Brazil reported exporting one skin to the United States in 2003 and a further 44 in 2004. No
flirther skins were reported in 2005

Israel: reported exporting 699 skins to France in 2002, a figure confirmed by the importer. No further

exports were reported for 2003, 2004 or 2005.

Mauritius: first reported exporting skins (30) fi-om captive-bred individuals in 2000. This gradually

increased to 400 in 2004 but fell back to 150 in 2005. The importers have been Madagascar, Singapore

and Zimbabwe.
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Table 2. Reported trade in Crocodylus niloticus skins, 1997-2005

Country



Table 3. Reported trade in Crocodylus novaeguineae novaeguineae skins, 1996-2005

Country



Table 4. Reported trade in Crocodylusporosus skins, 1997-2005

Country



Osteolaemus tetraspis West African dwarf crocodile

There is no international trade in skins of this Appendix-I species, however seizures of small numbers of

manufactured items, mainly emanating from Nigeria, are reported annually. Unfortunately very few of

these seizures are reported to species level so it is impossible to estimate the scale of the problem, or

even if it is this species that is involved.

Alligator mississippiensis American alligator

Only gross e.xport data reported by the United States have been used for this analysis as it has been

demonstrated previously that using data reported by importing countries can lead to a significant

overestimate of trade volume.

Figure 4 shows reported exports between 1986 and 2005 and indicates a steady increase from around

30,000 skins in 1986 to 210,000 in 1994. Exports then appear to have steadied during the period from

1995 to 2000 and then increased by almost 40 per cent to 343,1 10 in 2001. Although exports fell back to

237,840 in 2002 they picked up again the following year so have been around the 350,000-level for four

out of the last five years.

Table 5. Exports of Alligatormississippiensis reported by USA 1986-2005

1986



Figure 4. Gross exports of^. mississippiensis skins from the United States 1986-2005
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Figure 5. Reported source of alligator skins from the United States 1997-2005
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Caiman crocodilus crocodilus Spectacled caiman

Venezuela is the main supplier of skins of this species, almost all from wild-collected animals. Exports

peaked in the late 1980s and early 1990s with quantities exceeding 100,000 skins in several years. Exports

gradually declined during the 1990s and early 2000s, possibly as a result of the production of massive

numbers of Caiman crocodilus fuscus in Colombia, but also because of high taxation of the caiman

hunting industry. In 2003 exports began to pick up again and Venezuela reported exports of 33,942 skins

that year and a further 63,902, mainly to Europe, in 2004. No annual report has been received from

Venezuela for 2005 but data from importing countries suggests that a similar number were exported that

year. The quantity of skins exported annually from Venezuela since 1985 is shown in Figure 6 below.

Guyana was the supplier of more than 350,000 skins between 1984 and 1989 but exports dwindled

during the 1990s and there are no records of skins being e.xported between 1998 and 2000. However 395

skins were exported in 2001, to Italy and Mexico, and a further 1000 to Panama in 2002. In 2003

Panama reported importing another 2000 skins and both Guyana and Panama recorded the trade in 620

skins in 2004. Guyana reported exporting 2301 skins in 2005, all but one going to Panama. Colombia

also exports small quantities amounting to 692 in 2002, 3000 in 2003, 6200 in 2004 and 4431 in 2005;

all are reported to be from animals bred in captivity.

Figure 6. Exports oi Caiman crocodilus crocodilus skins from Venezuela 1985-2005

3
o
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Caiman crocodilusfuscus Brown caiman

As with C. crocodilus crocodilus, the history of the trade in skins ofC crocodilus fuscus has been well

documented in recent lACTS reports and Colombia remains the major exporter with exports increasing

from around 70,000 skins in 1990 to over 820,000 in 2000. Since that time, exports have fallen and are

currently running at around 600,000 skins per year. Exports from Colombia between 1990 and 2005 are

shown in Figure 7. Details of the countries reportedly exporting this species from 1996 to 2005 are

shown in Table 6.
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Table 6. Reported trade in Caiman crocodiliisfuscus skins, 1996-2005

Exporter



and Mexico who imported 12.5 per cent and 20 per cent respectively in 2005. Direct exports to

Thailand have decreased each year from 1997 (30 per cent) to 2005 (4.8 per cent).

Caiman latirostris Broad-snouted caiman

The Argentine population of this species was transferred from CITES Appendix 1 to Appendix 11 in 1997

and the first skins from ranched animals were reported by Argentina in 2001, a shipment of 88 to Italy. A
further 90 skins were exported to Italy in 2002, 165 to Italy and Germany in 2003 and 215 mostly to

Germany and Japan in 2004. In 2005 exports increased to 2752 with most of the skins going to Mexico

(56 per cent) and Italy (36 per cent).

Caiman yacare Yacare

Table 7 shows the fluctuations in exports ofC yacare skins from the major producing countries between

1992 and 2004. Trade data for earlier years was presented in lACTS reports 2000 and 2002.

Argentina: reported exports began in 2004 with one skin from a ranch going to Hong Kong. This was

followed in 2005 by 1291 skins going to Mexico, Singapore and the United States.

Bolivia: reported exports of 28,170 skins in 2001 but the figures increased significantly to 63,725 skins

in 2002. Subsequent exports decreased to 43,028 in 2003 and fijrther to 34,878 in 2004. Exports in 2005

increased to 51,330.

Brazil: reported exports of 6048 skins in 2002, 12,851 in 2003 and 7004 in 2004. Most of the skins were

destined for Mexico with some to the United States of America. No report has been received from Brazil

for 2005 but the United States reported importing 620 skins on permits whose numbers suggest they

were issued that year.

Paraguay: regular exports of wild-collected skins have occurred since 1994. Paraguay reported exports

of 2980 skins in 2001, 9038 in 2002 and 4409 in 2003 but voluntarily imposed a moratorium on exports

of wildlife in September 2003 as a result of a technical mission from the CITES Secretariat.

Table 7. Reported trade in Caiman yacare skins, 1992-2005

Exporter



Other Species

There has been no reported commercial exports from origin countries between 2000 and 2005 of skins of

the following species: Crocodylns cataphractus, C. intermedius, C. pahistris. Alligator sinensis,

Melanosuchus niger, Palaeosuchus palpebrosiis, P. trigonatus, Gavialis gangeticus or Tomistoma

schlegelii. The United States of America reported the seizure of one skin of Crocodylus cataphractus

from France, of unknown origin, in 2000, and Gabon exported one skin, two stuffed specimens and four

leather items of that species as personal items to France in 2002. The United Kingdom exported five pre-

Convention leather items ofC palustris to Switzerland, also in 2002, and one to Argentina in 2003.

Trade in Live Animals

As noted in previous lACTS reports, the commercial export of live crocodilians outside of their range

States poses a potential threat to the natural biological diversity of the importing countries. The effect

these alien animals may have on native populations of crocodilians is inestimable should they establish

breeding populations, a serious possibility given suitable environmental conditions and habitat, h has

also noted that the continued growth of the crocodilian farming industry would probably mean that such

exports would continue for the time being.

Live crocodilians are traded for many reasons. Enthusiasts popularly keep young animals as personal

pets; circuses and zoos regularly exhibit such creatures, farms and ranches import animals to supplement

their gene pool and some are imported in order to strengthen wild populations. This variety of use, and

the limited number of possible purpose codes used in CITES annual reports, means that some

conclusions drawn from analysis of CITES data are only tentative. For example, the purpose code 'T'

which indicates a commercial transaction would apply equally if the animals were destined for either the

pet trade or the farming industry. Below we consider the reported trade on a species by species basis.

Alligator mississippiensis

Israel reported exporting nine animals to Spain in 2002 and a further 94 in 2003. Spain similarly reported

importing nine animals in 2002 but 105 in 2003. In 2004 Spain reported importing 151 from Israel

whereas Israel only reported 94. Another 10 animals were reported by Israel as being exported to

Ukraine in both 2003 and 2004. No fijrther trade was reported in 2005. There were limited exports (< 50

per annum) from the United States of America during the period under study, mostly destined for zoos.

Alligator sinensis

China reported exporting 30 to Japan in 2000, 64 to Czech Republic, Denmark and Spain in 2001, 10 to

Japan in 2002 and a further 16 to Japan in 2003. The only trade in 2004 was two imported by Canada

from the United States and no further trade was reported in 2005. All animals traded were captive-bred

specimens.

Caiman crocodilus

Guatemala reported exporting 3300 Caiman crocodilus crocodilus to the United States in 2000 and 470

C. c. fiiscus to Spain in 2003. All specimens were reported to have been bred in captivity. In 2002

Guatemala reported exporting 205 hybrid C. c. crocodilus x C. c. fuscus to the United States.
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Guyana reported exporting 4161 animals in 2001, 4298 in 2002, 3373 in 2003, 2797 in 2004 and 4087

in 2005, all presumably destined for the pet industry. All were wild-caught and the main destinations

were Europe, Japan and North America.

Suriname regularly exports wild-caught animals for the pet industry: 94 in 2001, 420 in 2002, 102 in

2003 and 39 in 2004. The main destinations used to be Europe and North America, however in 2002,

2003 and 2004 most of the animals were destined for the Russian Federation. No report has been

received from either the Russian Federation or Suriname for 2005 and no other country has reported any

imports.

Venezuela reported exporting 3000 to Thailand and 4500 to Taiwan, Province of China, in 2000, all of

ranched stock. Exports to the latter destination increased to 1 1,100 in 2001, 10,512 in 2002 and 1 1,140 in

2003. The United States reported importing animals from Venezuela in 2001 and 2003. China reported

importing 4000 live captive-bred specimens of C. c. crocodilus from Thailand in 2000 but it is not

known if they originated in Venezuela and it has not been possible to confirm the transaction via the

annual reports of Thailand. In 2005, Spain reported importing 150 captive-bred individuals, but not

report has been received from Venezuela.

Caiman yacare

Guatemala reported exporting 50 captive-bred specimens to the United States in 2000 and Paraguay
reported exporting 200 wild caught specimens to Canada, who also reported the import, in 2002.

Melanosuchus niger

Fifteen captive-bred specimens were exported from Ecuador to Denmark in 2004.

Palaeosuchus palpebrosus

Guyana has an export quota of 500 live wild specimens annually and reported exporting 352 in 2002, J

480 in 2003, 381 in 2004 and 31 1 in 2005. The animals all appear to be for the pet industry with the I
main importing country being the United States. Smaller quantities go to Canada, Europe, Japan,

Malaysia, Mexico, the Republic of Korea, the Russian Federation and Ukraine.

Palaeosuchus trigonalus

As with P. palpebrosus, Guyana has an export quota of 500 live wild specimens annually and reported
exports of 224 in 2002, 354 in 2003, 210 in 2004 and 293 in 2005. The main importing country was the
United States, with smaller quantities going to Canada, Europe, Japan, Malaysia and Thailand.

Crocodylus mindorensis

fri 2002 the Philippines reported exporting six animals to Australia for breeding purposes, their source
being listed as 'F'. No fijrther trade in this species has been reported.

Crocodylus moreletii

In 2000 Mexico reported exporting 100 captive-bred animals to Spain and a further 10 to Gemiany. Four
more were reported being exported to Spain in 2001 and in 2003 five were exported to Canada and
another 10 to Indonesia. Twelve were exported to Morocco in 2004 and a fiirther 30 in 2005.
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Crocodylus niloticus

South Africa is the main importer of live specimens of this species, importing mainly from the

neighbouring range States of Botswana, Mozambique and Namibia. Although 2003 saw the first major

import from Kenya, this has not been repeated subsequently. Details are shown in Table 8.

Table 8. South Africa's imports of live Crocodylus niloticus 1997-2005





Figures. Global exports of crocodilian meat 1988-2005

Exports from Indonesia of meat of both Crocodylus novaeguineae and C. porosus appeared to be

increasing up to 2000 however since then the only exports appear to have been 666 teg in 2001, 628 kg in

2002, 666 kg in 2003, none in 2004 and 500 kg in 2005. All the exports were destined for Hong Kong

apart from that in 2005 that went to Taiwan, Province of China.

Australia's exports of Crocodylus porosus increased from 53 t in 2000 to 57 t in both 2001 and 2002 but

then fell slightly to 49 t in 2003, then to just over 13 t in 2004. In 2005 there appears to have been a

slight increase to 18 t. Although recent problems with the Australian annual reports may suggest that

recent data are underestimated, it is possible that the apparent decrease is the result of crocodile meat

becoming more popular for local consumption. Apart from occasional exports to Europe the main

destinations for Australia's production were China, Japan, Malaysia, Hong Kong and Taiwan, Province

of China. In 2004 and 2005 there were quite substantial exports to New Zealand while no meat was

exported to China or Hong Kong in 2004 and only small quantities in 2005. Singapore exports small

quantities, less than 1 t annually to Hong Kong.

E.xports of meat from Papua New Guinea are usually of mixed shipments of both Crocodylus

novaeguineae and C. porosus, and have averaged almost 60 t annually between 1996 and 2003. Apart

from a few kilograms exported to Belgium in 1 996 and Japan in 2002, Australia is the sole importer and

reported importing 45 t in 2004 and a further 60 t in 2005, further strengthening the argument for

Australia's own production to be mainly consumed locally.

Thailand is currently almost the only exporter of Crocodylus siamensis and exports have averaged about

35 t annually between 1999 and 2003. In 2004 exports increased to over 68 t and again massively to

almost 140 t in 2005. The annual Thailand report describes the product as both 'meat' and 'meat and

bone' and the main importing countries are China, Hong Kong, the Republic of Korea and Taiwan,

Province of China. In 2005 Viet Nam reported exporting 100 kg to Switzerland (for which the two-letter
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ISO-code is CH) however this may indicate an error in the Viet Nam annual report as the more likely

destination is China (for which the two-letter ISO-code is CN).

There have been small exports by Mexico of meat of Crocodylus moreletii amounting to 432 kg in 2000,

3550 kg in 2002 and 1000 kg in 2003. No trade in meat of this species was reported in 2001, 2004 or

2005. Apart from 50 kg reported as an export to Spain in 2002, the sole importer has been Japan.

Figure 9. Comparison of exports of meat oi Alligator mississippiensis and Crocodylus niloticus

93 94 95 96 97
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b. Teeth

Australia is the world's foremost user of crocodile teeth and between 1999 and 2005 imported nearly

321,000. Most of the teeth were Crocodylus porosus fi"om the operations in Malaysia, Papua New
Guinea and Singapore. In 2003 Australia imported over 3000 teeth ofAlligator mississippiensis from the

United States, and another 8967 in 2004. In 2005 Thailand reported exporting 2000 teeth ofC siamensis

to Australia. The Republic of Korea reported importing 2000 teeth ofA. mississippiensis from the United

States in 2005.

Declared dollar value

Although CITES annual reports do not usually contain information concerning the value of the trade or

of individual shipments, the United States has included this information since 1997. This figure is not

necessarily accurate but can used by UNEP-WCMC to identify typographic errors in the report, for

example where it is suspected that a decimal point has been omitted. There is great fluctuation amongst

the reported values as may be expected and no indication of the size or quality of the skins is provided,

indeed for caiman species flanks may have been reported as whole skins to further complicate the issue.

Many of the values are nonsensical and may be the result of a typographic error in that field of the report;
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these have been ignored in the analysis below. Table 10 shows the average declared value per skin (in

$US) of exports of Alligator mississippiensis and the reported value of re-imports of these skins from
Europe, Mexico and Asia after tanning. Although the original value of exports fluctuates from year to

year, the value of the re-imports has been considerably higher, as one would expect.

Table 10. Reported US dollar value of Alligatorntississippiensis skins 1997-2005



bodies of C. siamensis from Cambodia and eight manufactured items of Osteolaemus tetraspis from

Equatorial Guinea and Nigeria in 2004. Spain reported the seizure of 300 skins of Caiman crocodiliis

fiisciis from Colombia in 2002 and Luxembourg reported a seizure of 650 baci^skins of Crocodylus

niloticus from Zimbabwe in 2003. In 2002 the United Kingdom seized a shipment of 10 live

Osteolaemus tetraspis from Niger. In 2004 Uruguay reported re-e.xporting 13,330 skins of Caiman

crocodilus fusciis to Bolivia, Japan, Mexico, Taiwan, Province of China, and Thailand from a seizure

made many years previously. In 2005 a further 26,673 skins were re-exported from Uruguay to

Mexico.

Discussion and recommendations

The overall volume of world trade in classic crocodilian skins and caimans from 1996 to 2005 is

summarised in Table 12 and based, wherever possible, on country of e.xport data. There are uncertainties

regarding the overall total figures because of the lack of annual report data from certain key countries,

particularly Kenya, Nicaragua, Panama, Papua New Guinea, Switzerland and Venezuela. However it is

hoped that the estimates made using import country data are sufficient to indicate close approximations

to actual exports. Some diversification in the trade began in 2001 with two different species entering the

market, captive-bred Crocodylus acutus from Colombia and subsequently Honduras, and Caiman

latirostris from Argentina. Trade in these species continues and appears to be increasing. The first

exports in recent years of wild Caiman crocodilus crocodilus skins from Guyana occurred in 2001 and

continued through 2005 while 2005 saw the first recent exports of ranched Caiman yacare from

Argentina.

The increase in exports of Alligator mississippiensis from the United States of America noticed in 2001,

although not sustained in 2002, has remained high between 2003 and 2005 Exports of Crocodylus

niloticus appear to have remained steady at between 140,000 and 160,000 skins yearly since 2000 with

Madagascar, South Africa, Zambia and Zimbabwe being the main suppliers. Crocodylus novaeguineae

form Papua New Guinea appeared to increase in 2004 according to both exporters and importers data,

and C. porosus trade continued to be stable, possibly increasing in 2005. Thailand's exports of C.

siamensis, which had ranged between 1679 and 5459 between 1996 and 2002 showed a sharp increase to

over 28,000 between 2003 and 2005. Viet Nam also began exporting significant numbers of skins of this

species in 2005. Trade in caiman skins peaked in 2000 but fell by 30 per cent between 2001 and 2002. A
slight recovery has been observed since, particularly as a result of increased exports from Bolivia and

Venezuela. Overall the total number of skins entering international trade in 2005 was in excess of 1.34

million, slightly in excess of the previous highest year, 2000, the year that saw the peak in exports of

caiman from Colombia. It should be noted that he figure for 2005 may be need adjustment when more

annual report data are received.
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Table 12. Reported trade in crocodilian skins 1996-2005

Species



We continue to recommend that countries with large-scale farming operations should establish strict

monitoring and management programmes for their wild crocodilian populations, and any fanning of

non-native species should be strictly regulated to ensure there are no escapes into the wild. Although

breeding in captivity can alleviate pressure on wild populations it can also remove the incentive to

preserve them.

The following recommendations made in previous lACTS reports remain valid:

It is recommended that the CITES Secretariat and the Chairman ofthe Standing Committee should

contact Parties in June ofeach year to remind them oftheir reporting obligations under Article XIII.

paragraphs 6 and 7.

UNEP-WCMC recommends that Parties adopt the recommendations ofResolution Conf. 12.3 (Rev.

CoP13) concerning theformat ofpermit numbers as soon as possible.

UNEP-WCMC would recommend that wherever possible, Parties report the actual quantities of
skins being traded.
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